Filed: My 11, 1999
UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 98- 6498
( CA- 98- 702- S)

Leanmon L. Tatum
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

Di vision of Corrections, et al,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

ORDER

The court amends its opinion filed March 4, 1999, as foll ows:

On page 3, footnote *, lines 2 and 3 -- the dates of “May 16"
and “May 17" are corrected to read “March 16" and “March 17,”
respectively.

For the Court - By Direction

/s/ Patricia S. Connor
Clerk




UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 98-6498

LEAMON L. TATUM
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

DI VI SION OF CORRECTIONS; RICHARD A. LANHAM

SR ; F. NASTI, Ctation Adjuster; JAMES H.

ASHBY, Citation Adjuster; T. PRICE, Ctation
Adj uster; WESTERN CORRECTI ONAL | NSTI TUTI ON,;

FRANK C. SI ZER, JR, Warden; E. J. SCHEWE, ARP
Coordi nator; P. KN GHT, Cassification; CM
NI MES, Cdassification; R GROVE, dassifica-

tion; J. F. WHHSER, JR, COIl; D. COMN, CO
I1; L. C REAM5, COII; S. BOMWAN, CO IIl; H

EDM STON, CO11; C DETRICK, COIl1l; C MCKEN-

ZIE, CO Il; J. JOHNSON, CO IIl; D. STEWART,

Ltd.; K SHOOK, CO I1; CORRECTI ONAL MEDI CAL
SYSTEMS; DEBORAH PULLER, Psych Associ ate;

JANET HENDERSHOT, Doctor; BRUCE LILLER, Psych
Associ at e,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Frederic N. Smal kin, District Judge. (CA-
98-702-95)

Submitted: Decenber 15, 1998 Deci ded: WMarch 4, 1999

Before WDENER and LUTTIG Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.



Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Leamon L. Tatum Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Leanmon L. Tatum appeals the district court’s order denying
relief on his 42 U S.C A § 1983 (West Supp. 1998) conplaint. W
have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find
no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of

the district court. Tatumyv. Division of Corrections, No. CA-98-

702-S (D. md. Mar. 17, 1998)." W also deny Tatunmis notions for
di scovery and for appointnent of counsel. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

“ Although the district court’s order of judgnent is marked as
“filed” on March 16, 1998, the district court’s records show t hat
it was entered on the docket sheet on March 17, 1998. Pursuant to
Rul es 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, it is
the date that the order was physically entered on the docket sheet
that we take as the effective date of the district court’s
decision. See Wlson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Gr.
1986) .




